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Dear Dr Souilmi, 

 

Your Article entitled "Admixture has obscured signals of historical hard sweeps in humans" has now 

been seen by three reviewers, whose comments are attached. In the light of their advice, we have 

decided that we cannot offer to publish your manuscript in Nature Ecology & Evolution. 

 

From the reports, you will see that while they find your work of some potential interest, the reviewers 

raise concerns about the advance your findings represent over earlier work and the strength of the 

novel conclusions that can be drawn at this stage. We feel that these criticisms are sufficiently 

important as to preclude publication of your work in Nature Ecology & Evolution. 

 

I am sorry that we cannot be more positive on this occasion, but hope that you find the reviewers' 

comments helpful when preparing your paper for resubmission elsewhere. 
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Reviewer #2: allele fixation in human population genetics 

 

Reviewer #3: human population genetics (including ancient genomes) 

 

 

Reviewers Comments: 

 

Reviewer #1 (Remarks to the Author): 

 

Summary 

In this paper the authors argue that admixture is an important confounding factor in studies of 

positive selection and has likely masked or distorted the signals of historical hard sweeps in previous 

selection studies. The authors analyze ancient and modern human genomes with a method they 

previously developed called SweepFinder 2, which they show is robust to demographic bottlenecks, 

missing data, ascertainment bias and alignment errors. This work adds to the growing literature on 

cautioning the interpretation of tempo and mode in evolution in natural populations with complex 

demography such as admixture. 

 

 

Critiques 

 

1. The claims of this paper that “The extent of past hard sweep events have likely been 

underestimated in natural populations in general, biasing our understanding of the mode and tempo of 

adaptation in humans and other species” seem grander than is warranted for several reasons. 

 

The authors seem to want to cast critique on over-interpreting the tempo and mode of evolution in 

natural populations. In the introduction and last paragraph of their paper, they cite a recent paper 

(Harris et al. 2018, PLoS Genetics) that was extremely problematic for the field. Two rebuttals were 

written to this paper (Garud et al. 2021 and Feder et al. 2021), but neither are cited in this 

manuscript. In particular, Garud et al. 2021 addresses the many misleading claims made by Harris et 

al. 2018 regarding the potential confounding nature of admixture in classifying hard sweeps as soft. If 

this paper is going to frame its importance around Harris et al.2018, then it is important to also cite 

Garud et al. 2021 and explain if this paper disagrees with the conclusions of Garud et al. 2021 and 

why. Otherwise, unfortunately, I think that this is a one sided review of the literature that further 

perpetuates damaging and unsubstantiated claims in the field. 

 

Nonetheless, I do not think that this paper is at odds with the recent literature claiming that soft 

sweeps are common in the recent past in natural populations(e.g. Schrider and Kern 2018, Garud 

2015, Sheehan and Song 2015, + the entire body of work reviewing the prevalence of soft sweeps in 

Messer and Petrov 2013). In fact, hard sweeps could have been common in the past and soft sweeps 

could have been common in contemporary populations. Thus, acknowledging that both can be a 

possibility is a fairer treatment of the literature. 

 

That being said, the present work itself is a lopsided investigation into the prevalence of hard sweeps 
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in the past. The authors use SweepFinder2 to identify hard sweeps, but fail to acknowledge that in 

their own paper, Huber et al 2015, that the same statistic is capable of detecting soft sweeps. 

Specifically, in Huber et al. 2015, the authors write: “The gene is also an outlier for haplotype-based 

sweep statistics for detecting incomplete soft or hard sweeps, in an African population (Ferrer-

Admetlla et al. 2014). ” Thus, how can we conclude that these sweeps that the authors have detected 

are hard to begin with? 

 

Admittedly, the authors' statistics should be less sensitive to soft sweeps than hard sweeps, as 

Pennings and Hermission showed in Soft Sweeps 3 that LD-based statistics are more powerful than 

SFS based statistics. Thus, while the authors would like to state that the tempo and mode of evolution 

may have been misinterpreted in the context of admixture, it is unclear how common soft sweeps 

were in the past without a scan to demonstrate it. Hard sweeps could have been common, but soft 

sweeps could have been common too. 

 

There is some mention of attempting to discern the probability that the sweeps detected arose from 

SGV versus de novo mutation in Figure 6. Here the authors examine the probability that the sweep 

arose from SGV and find that both de novo mutation and SGV could have non-negligible probabilities 

of giving rise to the sweeps detected. Thus, I am not sure what the motivation or conclusion is for this 

analysis. Is it to demonstrate that sweeps in the past were more likely to have been hard (which the 

simulations don’t support) or justification for only looking for hard sweeps using SF2 (which is poor)? 

 

2. The authors mention that reduction of hard sweep signal cannot be explained by the degradation of 

the sweep through drift. They test if sweep signal is dependent on sweep antiquity and find that local 

sweeps are more susceptible to post admixture degradation while sweeps closer to out of Africa 

events (older) are more robust to population admixture (fig s17). Admixture may be one important 

factor decreasing the signal of selective sweeps, but how does this scenario compare to the case of 

non-admixture, where other factors such as recombination and de novo mutations reduce the sweep 

signal. 

 

3. Figure 2B seems to contain important and relevant information, but it is glossed over in the main 

text. Specifically, this figure seems to be fairly important in demonstrating the ability to detect hard 

sweeps originating before and after admixture. First, why are we even considering Q~0.1? Do the 

authors believe in these results? It seems like sweeps were called with Q=0.01, so why consider other 

Qs? What is the raeder supposed to take from this? Second, if using a reasonable Q value of 0.01, 

then the postadmixed seem to do equally well if not outperform the admixed populations. Thus, I do 

not understand why the authors conclude that they cannot detect hard sweeps that originated pre-

admixture. 

 

4. The authors classify the age of the sweeps by assuming that the onset of selection was at least as 

old as the oldest sample exhibiting the beneficial haplotype. Using this classification, they detect 

44/57 sweep haplotypes are present by ~35 ka and suggest that the onset of selection for these 

sweeps arose around the time of the out of Africa event. However they only detect four sweeps at 

~30ka. Why is this enough to suggest that local sweeps should be more susceptible to post-admixture 

signal degradation? 
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Additionally, in figure 5: The authors do not seem to explain the poor power in the steppe populations 

– only WGS. 

 

5. In general, I find the presentation of the figures in this paper to be confusing. First, in Figures 2 

and 4, it is difficult to keep track of which populations are admixed and which ones are pre-admixed. 

Could the authors delineate (and perhaps even group) the populations as such on their figures? E.g. 

Anatolia, Steppe, and WHG are preadmixed and EF, LNBA, modern Europeans are post admixed? It is 

very hard to keep referencing Figs 1 and 2A, where not all the populations are indicated in the first 

place. 

 

 

 

Minor: 

1. More on Figure 4: 

– I cannot keep straight which populations I should look at for sweeps starting within the last 35Kyrs. 

How do I match Fig 4A with the x-axis of Fig. 4B? 

– Figure 4C, unclear how to match the sweep numbers with that of Fig 4A 

 

2. Figure 5: panel C is referenced but is missing. 

 

3. Cite DeGiorgio 2016 for SweepFinder2? 

 

4. Clarify that the following statement is with regards to classification of the age of a sweep: “These 

results demonstrate that admixture can sufficiently distort the genetic signals resulting from a hard 

sweep, leading to the misclassification of the inferred mode of selection in studies where it is not 

explicitly accounted for.” 

 

 

 

 

 

Reviewer #2 (Remarks to the Author): 

 

In this manuscript, the authors evaluate how admixture events can affect the power of detection of 

hard sweeps and identification of mode of positive selection (i.e., complete vs partial sweeps). This 

study is conducted in humans, using ancient and some modern human populations. Population genetic 

modeling using forward simulations as well as analytical methods are used to understand these 

questions, accounting for the demographic history of these populations. Overall, I really like the 

study- it’s rigorous and will be very valuable for the community that works on humans as well as for 

population geneticists in general. I do however feel that there are 2 fronts at which it can improve 

considerably: 

1. Currently the paper is written assuming that one knows everything about human populations and 

that can be an impediment for researchers who are not familiar with these populations. 

2. The text and figure legends need to be much clearer about what exactly was done. In the present 

state, it is sometimes very hard to understand what you exactly did. And there are no line numbers, 
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which makes it difficult to give comments. 

Following are my specific comments. 

 

Major Comments: 

1. While performing the forward simulations in SLiM, did you account for the specific recombination 

rate in those regions of the 57 sweeps? At least broad scale rates should be the same across 

populations, right? That would make the analysis more robust. 

2. “and grouped these samples into 18 distinct ancient populations…” -> Fig1 is nice but it’s really 

difficult to understand the actual populations and how they connect to Figure 2. For instance, which of 

those 18 populations are before and after the Holocene admixture events? A much more elaborate 

figure that shows these populations on a plot of the demographic history will be extremely helpful to 

the readers. It would also be really great if various events are marked on it, for instance, the out of 

Africa events. 

3. My reading of the Figure is that the trough in diversity coincides with the decrease in recombination 

rates, so how is that an evidence of a sweep? It seems exactly the opposite, in fact. 

4. Page 7, “We first investigated a model where selection is active … “ -> Can you justify a change in 

selection pressure coincident with an admixture event a bit more? I’m a bit unsure about why that is. 

Are there some other citations? Also, it would be great to have another figure that shows where this 

change in “s” is being modeled. 

 

Minor Comments: 

1. Page 3 -> “Importantly, testing our sweep detection pipeline on simulated…” -> I believe you did 

not estimate this demographic history and are using it from another manuscript, right? If yes, please 

mention it here clearly. In general it was unclear how you obtained it. 

2. Page 5, “taken together, the evidence strongly implies that MHC-III….likely gone unnoticed…” -> I 

think that is a bit strong. Hasn’t it gone unnoticed because no one has looked at these ancient 

populations? 

3. Page 9, “AMH occupation” -> what is AMH? 

4. I like the part about looking at the probability of sweeps due to SGV vs de novo mutation. Are these 

calculated assuming demographic equilibrium? If yes, that caveat should be mentioned. 

5. Page 10, “”41 sweeps having s > 1%...” -> I was wondering about this the entire paper. It would 

be much better if this information showed up right at the beginning of the results section. 

 

 

Reviewer #3 (Remarks to the Author): 

 

The authors pose an interesting question: given the rampant admixture that has occurred in the 

course of human evolution, now documented in hundreds of studies, could it be that methods to 

detect hard sweeps based on current day population labels miss many of them? Phrased in another 

way, if current day population labels actually regroup mixtures of highly diverged ancestries, would we 

expect to detect a strongly beneficial allele that reached fixation in only one of these ancestries? But 

then to address this question, the authors do something quite odd in my view, which is to consider 

that one step back, populations suddenly have a meaning again, and admixture is not an issue. 

Specifically, they consider the three ancestries that gave rise to modern Europeans, and imagine those 

to have persisted long enough for beneficial alleles to ascend from rare to fixation. Yet we know that 
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those ancestries too are mixtures of other ancestries. (Contrary to what is stated in the SOM, them 

forming a blob in a PCA plot is not evidence for them representing an enduring un-admixed 

population—so do Europeans in the 1000G data for example.) So the whole set up of this study seems 

inconsistent to me. 

 

In a sense, the question that the authors raise is in my view deeper than what they contend with 

here: given that mixing of divergent groups was the norm throughout human evolution, likely at rates 

higher than the time scale is takes for a rare mutation to reach fixation (~50,000 years?), are hard 

sweeps even the right model for the behavior of strongly beneficial alleles? By using the hard sweep 

model, could we be missing quasi-Mendelian adaptations? 

 

Instead, this study just kicks the can down the road, by considering DNA samples from the three 

labels that mixed to form present day Europeans as populations, and looking for sweeps in them 

instead. So then we have to ask ourselves how errors in the specification of the demographic model 

for the “ancestral populations” that gave rise to current day Europeans could lead to false positives in 

their sweep detection. Given that mis-specification of the demographic history is a huge issue in that 

regard, some sanity checks are in order. (To be clear, the authors present many analyses of possible 

artifacts, but none on what seems likely to be the thorniest issue.) Likewise, the lessons of their 

Figures 4-6 are dependent on the specifics of the simple demographic model they choose, so it would 

be good to know how much independent support there is for their model and how well it fits data at 

neutral sites. 

 

In that regard, it seems a weird omission that the authors don’t tell us about 56 of the 57 sweep 

signals not in the MHC, other than that they have higher Fst to Yoruba: where are they? are they 

plausible candidates etc? 

 

Finally, the section on the mutational basis of sweeps is missing previous references about what 

happens when previously deleterious mutations become strongly favored, and how these are not 

distinguishable from hard sweeps, as well as the interaction with demography, such as Orr & 

Betancourt 2001 Genetics and Teshima et al. 2006 Genome Research, among others. 

 

 

 

 

 

******************* 

 

 

**Although we cannot publish your paper, it may be appropriate for another journal in the Nature 

Portfolio. If you wish to explore the journals and transfer your manuscript please use our <a 

href="https://mts-natecolevol.nature.com/cgi-

bin/main.plex?el=A3Cn2Fuw2A5BQve5X6A9ftddz2rLeWN5mirwFsrxSCxQZ">manuscript transfer 

portal</a>. If you transfer to Nature journals or the Communications journals, you will not have to 

re-supply manuscript metadata and files. This link can only be used once and remains active until 

used. 
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All Nature Portfolio journals are editorially independent, and the decision on your manuscript will be 

taken by their editors. For more information, please see our <a 

href="http://www.nature.com/authors/author_resources/transfer_manuscripts.html?WT.mc_id=EMI_

NPG_1511_AUTHORTRANSF&WT.ec_id=AUTHOR">manuscript transfer FAQ</a> page. 

 

Note that any decision to opt in to In Review at the original journal is not sent to the receiving journal 

on transfer. You can opt in to <i><a href="https://www.nature.com/nature-research/for-authors/in-

review">In Review</a></i> at receiving journals that support this service by choosing to modify your 

manuscript on transfer. In Review is available for primary research manuscript types only. 

 

 

** For Nature Research general information and news for authors, see http://npg.nature.com/authors. 
 

Author Rebuttal to Initial comments   
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Decision Letter, first revision: 

 

27th May 2022 

 
*Please ensure you delete the link to your author homepage in this e-mail if you wish to forward it to 
your co-authors. 

 
Dear Dr Souilmi, 
 

Your manuscript entitled "Admixture has obscured signals of historical hard sweeps in humans" has 
now been seen by two of the original reviewers, whose comments are attached. Reviewer 3 from the 
previous round was unable to re-review, but reviewer 1 was able to provide comments on their report, 
which we have attached below--please ensure that outstanding points are addressed. The reviewers 

have raised a number of concerns which will need to be addressed before we can offer publication in 
Nature Ecology & Evolution. We will therefore need to see your responses to the criticisms raised and 
to some editorial concerns, along with a revised manuscript, before we can reach a final decision 

regarding publication. 
 
We therefore invite you to revise your manuscript taking into account all reviewer and editor 

comments. Please highlight all changes in the manuscript text file [OPTIONAL: in Microsoft Word 
format]. 
 
We are committed to providing a fair and constructive peer-review process. Do not hesitate to contact 

us if there are specific requests from the reviewers that you believe are technically impossible or 
unlikely to yield a meaningful outcome. 
 

When revising your manuscript: 
 
* Include a “Response to reviewers” document detailing, point-by-point, how you addressed each 

reviewer comment. If no action was taken to address a point, you must provide a compelling 
argument. This response will be sent back to the reviewers along with the revised manuscript. 
 
* If you have not done so already please begin to revise your manuscript so that it conforms to our 

Article format instructions at http://www.nature.com/natecolevol/info/final-submission. Refer also to 
any guidelines provided in this letter. 
 

* Include a revised version of any required reporting checklist. It will be available to referees (and, 
potentially, statisticians) to aid in their evaluation if the manuscript goes back for peer review. A 
revised checklist is essential for re-review of the paper. 

 
Please use the link below to submit your revised manuscript and related files: 
 
[REDACTED] 

 
<strong>Note:</strong> This URL links to your confidential home page and associated information 
about manuscripts you may have submitted, or that you are reviewing for us. If you wish to forward 
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this email to co-authors, please delete the link to your homepage. 
 

We hope to receive your revised manuscript within four to eight weeks. If you cannot send it within 

this time, please let us know. We will be happy to consider your revision so long as nothing similar has 
been accepted for publication at Nature Ecology & Evolution or published elsewhere. 
 

Nature Ecology & Evolution is committed to improving transparency in authorship. As part of our 
efforts in this direction, we are now requesting that all authors identified as ‘corresponding author’ on 
published papers create and link their Open Researcher and Contributor Identifier (ORCID) with their 

account on the Manuscript Tracking System (MTS), prior to acceptance. ORCID helps the scientific 
community achieve unambiguous attribution of all scholarly contributions. You can create and link 
your ORCID from the home page of the MTS by clicking on ‘Modify my Springer Nature account’. For 

more information please visit please visit <a 
href="http://www.springernature.com/orcid">www.springernature.com/orcid</a>. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or would like to discuss these revisions 

further. 
 
We look forward to seeing the revised manuscript and thank you for the opportunity to review your 

work. 
 
[REDACTED] 

 
 
Reviewer expertise: 
 

Reviewer #1: as before 
 

Reviewer #2: as before 

 
 
 

 
Reviewers' comments: 
 
Reviewer #1 (Remarks to the Author): 

 
We thank the authors for their careful consideration of our points raised in the previous round. 
However, we still have several concerns, which should be addressed in full before publication. 

 
Summary: 
 

The authors evaluate how Admixture could have masked hard sweep signatures, making them 
undetectable in modern data sets. This is an important question to study as it is important to be 
cautious of overinterpretation of the tempo and mode of adaptation in natural populations where 
complex demography, such as admixture, is involved. Through simulations and an analysis of ancient 

and modern genomes, the authors show convincing evidence that supports the claim that admixture 
has masked hard sweeps in modern data. However, throughout the paper, the authors mention that 
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admixture also leads to sweep misclassification but it's unclear what they mean by this. Moreover, 
some of their figures continue to be very hard to interpret, especially figure 4. These points are further 

discussed below. 

 
 
 

Critiques 
● In line 23 the authors write that admixture can “either mask these signals or lead to erroneous 
inferences about the underlying modes of selection”, however it’s never clear what they mean by 

erroneous inference/misclassification. Particularly, in the section “Admixture can lead to 
misclassification of historical hard sweeps” and from the analysis of figure 4c the authors conclude 
that “admixture can sufficiently distort the genetic signals resulting from a hard sweep, leading to the 

misclassification of the inferred spatio-temporal dynamics of adaptation in studies where it is not 
explicitly accounted for”. In this section, it seems that by misclassification the authors mean complete 
vs partial sweeps but still hard sweeps. A sweep can be hard and partial, so if a sweep is being 
detected as a hard sweep pre and post admixture I don’t see why we would say it has been 

misclassified. Moreover, none of their simulations look at whether admixture results in a higher 
proportion of sweeps that are misclassified (i.e. incorrect mode of selection instead of not detected). 
Overall, I don’t think this section is showing that ancient hard sweeps are misclassified but rather that 

admixture makes them undetectable in modern samples. 
● Figures 3A and 4 are still very hard to interpret. It seems that the labels are written assuming the 
reader is very familiar with the human populations used in the study. 
○ For figure 4b, a clearer division of the X axis into pre and post admixed populations would make the 

figure easier to read. 
○ It would be helpful if the order of the panels in 4b and 4c matched the order shown in 4a. 

○ In 3A, it’d be helpful to have corresponding years/epochs of the populations shown in each panel. 

 
Minor comments 

● Line 130- Since 2 of the sweeps have been detected in modern samples, shouldn’t it be masking 55 

and not 57 sweeps? 
● Lines 251-252: “which has led to these signals being missed or misinterpreted as other modes of 
selection in previous studies”. In which studies have these signals been misinterpreted? Add citations. 
 

 
 
Reviewer #2 (Remarks to the Author): 

 
The authors have done a good job of addressing my comments and concerns. 
 

Revewer #1's comments on R#3's initial report 
 
Reviewer 3: 
R3: The authors pose an interesting question: given the rampant admixture that has occurred in the 

course of human evolution, now documented in hundreds of studies, could it be that methods to 
detect hard sweeps based on current day population labels miss many of them? Phrased in another 
way, if current day population labels actually regroup mixtures of highly diverged ancestries, would we 

expect to detect a strongly beneficial allele that reached fixation in only one of these ancestries? But 
then to address this question, the authors do something quite odd in my view, which is to consider 
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that one step back, populations suddenly have a meaning again, and admixture is not an issue. 
Specifically, they consider the three ancestries that gave rise to modern Europeans, and imagine those 

to have persisted long enough for beneficial alleles to ascend from rare to fixation. Yet we know that 

those ancestries too are mixtures of other ancestries. (Contrary to what is stated in the SOM, forming 
a blob in a PCA plot is not evidence for them representing an enduring un-admixed population—so do 
Europeans in the 1000G data for example.) So the whole setup of this study seems inconsistent to 

me. 
 
In a sense, the question that the authors raise is in my view deeper than what they contend with 

here: given that mixing of divergent groups was the norm throughout human evolution, likely at rates 
higher than the time scale is takes for a rare mutation to reach fixation (~50,000 years?), are hard 
sweeps even the right model for the behavior of strongly beneficial alleles? By using the hard sweep 

model, could we be missing quasi-Mendelian adaptations? 
 
R1:The authors respond to this point by acknowledging that the three ancestral populations could also 
be admixed but give arguments to support that there was more opportunity for strongly beneficial 

alleles to reach fixation in these ancestral populations than in more modern populations. They also cite 
Laziridis et al. 2016 and Mathieson et al. 2018 as evidence that Anatolia, WHG and Steppe provide the 
predominant sources for Eurasian populations included in their study. I find their arguments 

convincing but the authors should include these citations in line 41 and mention that the ancestral 
populations could also be admixed. Additionally, the authors could acknowledge that their 
demographic model might not be accurately capturing the true complexity of the population's 

demographic history? 
 
 
R3:Instead, this study just kicks the can down the road, by considering DNA samples from the three 

labels that mixed to form present day Europeans as populations, and looking for sweeps in them 
instead. So then we have to ask ourselves how errors in the specification of the demographic model 

for the “ancestral populations” that gave rise to current day Europeans could lead to false positives in 

their sweep detection. Given that mis-specification of the demographic history is a huge issue in that 
regard, some sanity checks are in order. (To be clear, the authors present many analyses of possible 
artifacts, but none on what seems likely to be the thorniest issue.) Likewise, the lessons of their 

Figures 4-6 are dependent on the specifics of the simple demographic model they choose, so it would 
be good to know how much independent support there is for their model and how well it fits data at 
neutral sites. 
 

R1: I agree with the authors' response that shows that they do account for demographic history 
misspecification by testing different bottleneck strengths and admixture proportions. 
 

R3: In that regard, it seems a weird omission that the authors don’t tell us about 56 of the 57 sweep 
signals not in the MHC, other than that they have higher Fst to Yoruba: where are they? are they 
plausible candidates etc? 

 
R1: In the response to Reviewer 3, the authors write that a large proportion of their 57 sweep regions 
appear in previous studies of modern European populations, including some well-established genes of 
strong adaptive evolution such as SLC24A5, MLPH, HLA and others. This is confusing since in line 82 

they mention that only two of the 57 SF2 outliers are detected in modern populations and have been 
reported in previous studies. Then, in line 156 they mention that ~66% of the 57 sweeps appear as 
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partial sweeps in prior studies of positive selection in modern European populations. In their response, 
the authors write that “our candidate regions are highly consistent with previous literature, although 

we differ in the interpretation of the spatio-temporal context of selection”. What do they mean by this 

spatio-temporal interpretation? Is it that the sweeps appear as partial and not complete sweeps in 
modern populations? If sweeps are hard pre and post admixture I don’t think they are being 
misinterpreted. The authors should be clearer on which of their 57 sweep regions overlap with 

previous literature and clarify what they mean by not agreeing with the “spatio-temporal context of 
selection” of these previously identified sweeps. 
 

Finally, the section on the mutational basis of sweeps is missing previous references about what 
happens when previously deleterious mutations become strongly favored, and how these are not 
distinguishable from hard sweeps, as well as the interaction with demography, such as Orr & 

Betancourt 2001 Genetics and Teshima et al. 2006 Genome Research, among others. 
 
R3:The authors added citations to previous literature on selection from the standing variation. 
 

 
 
 

 
********************END******************** 

 

 

Author Rebuttal, first revision: 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 
 

 

26 
 

 

 Open Access This file is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, 
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the 
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. In the cases where the authors are anonymous, 
such as is the case for the reports of anonymous peer reviewers, author attribution should be to 'Anonymous Referee' followed by a clear 
attribution to the source work. The images or other third party material in this file are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless 
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To 
view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.  

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 
 

 

27 
 

 

 Open Access This file is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, 
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the 
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. In the cases where the authors are anonymous, 
such as is the case for the reports of anonymous peer reviewers, author attribution should be to 'Anonymous Referee' followed by a clear 
attribution to the source work. The images or other third party material in this file are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless 
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To 
view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.  

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 
 

 

28 
 

 

 Open Access This file is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, 
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the 
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. In the cases where the authors are anonymous, 
such as is the case for the reports of anonymous peer reviewers, author attribution should be to 'Anonymous Referee' followed by a clear 
attribution to the source work. The images or other third party material in this file are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless 
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To 
view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.  

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 
 

 

29 
 

 

 Open Access This file is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, 
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the 
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. In the cases where the authors are anonymous, 
such as is the case for the reports of anonymous peer reviewers, author attribution should be to 'Anonymous Referee' followed by a clear 
attribution to the source work. The images or other third party material in this file are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless 
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To 
view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.  

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 
 

 

30 
 

 

 Open Access This file is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, 
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the 
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. In the cases where the authors are anonymous, 
such as is the case for the reports of anonymous peer reviewers, author attribution should be to 'Anonymous Referee' followed by a clear 
attribution to the source work. The images or other third party material in this file are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless 
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To 
view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.  

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 
 

 

31 
 

 

 Open Access This file is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, 
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the 
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. In the cases where the authors are anonymous, 
such as is the case for the reports of anonymous peer reviewers, author attribution should be to 'Anonymous Referee' followed by a clear 
attribution to the source work. The images or other third party material in this file are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless 
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To 
view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.  

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 
 

 

32 
 

 

 Open Access This file is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, 
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the 
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. In the cases where the authors are anonymous, 
such as is the case for the reports of anonymous peer reviewers, author attribution should be to 'Anonymous Referee' followed by a clear 
attribution to the source work. The images or other third party material in this file are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless 
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To 
view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.  

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 
 

 

33 
 

 

 Open Access This file is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, 
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the 
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. In the cases where the authors are anonymous, 
such as is the case for the reports of anonymous peer reviewers, author attribution should be to 'Anonymous Referee' followed by a clear 
attribution to the source work. The images or other third party material in this file are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless 
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To 
view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.  

 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 
 

 

34 
 

 

 Open Access This file is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, 
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the 
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. In the cases where the authors are anonymous, 
such as is the case for the reports of anonymous peer reviewers, author attribution should be to 'Anonymous Referee' followed by a clear 
attribution to the source work. The images or other third party material in this file are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless 
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To 
view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.  

 

Decision Letter, second revision:   

 
 12th July 2022 

 

Dear Dr. Souilmi, 

 

Thank you for submitting your revised manuscript "Admixture has obscured signals of historical hard 

sweeps in humans" (NATECOLEVOL-211115191B). It has now been seen again by the original 

reviewers and their comments are below. The reviewers find that the paper has improved in revision, 

and therefore we'll be happy in principle to publish it in Nature Ecology & Evolution, pending minor 

revisions to comply with our editorial and formatting guidelines. 

 

If the current version of your manuscript is in a PDF format, please email us a copy of the file in an 

editable format (Microsoft Word or LaTex)-- we can not proceed with PDFs at this stage. 

 

We are now performing detailed checks on your paper and will send you a checklist detailing our 

editorial and formatting requirements in about a week. Please do not upload the final materials and 

make any revisions until you receive this additional information from us. 

 

Thank you again for your interest in Nature Ecology & Evolution. Please do not hesitate to contact me 

if you have any questions. 

 

[REDACTED] 

 

Reviewer #1 (Remarks to the Author): 

 

We thank the authors for their thorough responses to our reviews and are satisfied with their answers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Our ref: NATECOLEVOL-211115191B 

 

 

24th August 2022 

 

 

Dear Dr. Tobler, 
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If you have any further questions, please feel free to contact me. 
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Author rebuttal, second revision:   

 

Reviewer #1 (Remarks to the Author): 
 

We thank the authors for their thorough responses to our reviews and are satisfied with their answers. 
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You will not receive your proofs until the publishing agreement has been received through our system. 
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An online order form for reprints of your paper is available at <a 

href="https://www.nature.com/reprints/author-

reprints.html">https://www.nature.com/reprints/author-reprints.html</a>. All co-authors, authors' 
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